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Abstract:
Background:
Acculturation process has taken up a relevant place in cross-cultural psychology by demonstrating the strong relationships between cultural context
and individual behavioral development.
Aim:
The purpose of this study is to analyse acculturation strategies and attitudes in different life domains of native and immigrant adults living in Italy,
following the Relative Acculturation Extended Model (RAEM).
Methods:
The participants  were 250 Italian native and 100 immigrant  adults  who completed a  questionnaire  with items to  measure their  acculturation
strategies (real plane) and attitudes (ideal plane), in general and related to different life domains (peripheral and central).
Results:
Results revealed that the acculturation attitude of immigrants is integration, whereas Italians prefer their assimilation.
Conclusion:
However, when different life domains are taken into account, immigrants claim to put in practice and prefer integration in most of the domains,
whereas Italians perceive immigrants are separated but they prefer their assimilation or integration, depending on the specific domain.
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1. INTRODUCTION
Social  psychology  has  framed  the  relationship  between
immigrant and native communities within the concept of accul-
turation. Acculturation literature has investigated the ways in
which  members  of  minority  groups  enter  into  relationships
with  other  groups  and  the  host  society.  Members  of  ethnic
minority groups not only belong to their own ethnic group, but
they  also  have  to  deal  daily  with  the  majority  group  of  the
society  in  which  they  live.  In  a  cross-cultural  psychology
approach, researchers analyse the cultural changes that occur
when  different  cultural  groups  come  into  contact  [1].
Acculturation is defined as individual changes that result from
direct contact with members of a different ethno-cultural group
[2, 3]. Some social psychologists in the 20th century [4, 5] ela-
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borated models to describe individual and community reactions
to intergroup contact. At first, these processes were described
with  a  one-dimensional  model  [6],  subsequently  with  a  bi-
dimensional one [2, 7, 8]. On the basis of Berry's sugges-tion,
further  studies  developed  more  recent  models  [5,  9]  by
combining  the  concordance  or  discordance  between  the
different perspectives of natives and immigrants as the element
activating consensual, problematic or conflictual intercultural
relationships. Later, some authors suggested a domain-specific
model  claiming  that  the  acculturation  process  does  not  take
place in the same way in different domains of life [10, 11]. A
few years later, Navas’ Relative Acculturation Extended Model
(RAEM) [12] adds interesting novel elements.
RAEM tries to understand how immigrants adapt and how
the  natives  perceive  this  adaptation,  furthermore,  RAEM
proposes a differentiation between acculturation strategies and
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accul-turation attitudes.  The acculturation strategies  consider
the real  plane for each domain,  specifically the acculturation
options that  immigrants  say they put  into practice within the
new society versus those that the natives perceive as being put
into practice by immigrants. The acculturation attitudes refer to
the  ideal  plane,  that  is,  the  acculturation  options  that
immigrants  would  choose  or  prefer  if  they  could  and  that
natives would prefer for immigrants into the host community.
The  RAEM  affirms  that  acculturation  is  a  complex  and
dynamic  process  because  you  need  to  consider  different  life
domains,  such  as  political  and  government  system,  work,
economic,  and  social  relations  (peripheral  domains),  and
family relations, religion and ways of thinking (principles and
values)  (central  domains).  And,  in  each  domain  different
strategies and attitudes are preferred (attitudes/ideal plane) or
put  into  practice  (strategies  /real  plane).  Furthermore,  Navas
and colleagues [12] studied how the outcomes of intercultural
contact can vary based on the different socio-cultural contexts
or  domains,  with  which  both  natives  and  immigrants  must
cope.  According to  the  authors,  there  are  many solutions  for
intercultural  encounters.  Some  solutions  are  more  easily
acquired  in  the  peripheral  domains  (work  or  economic
domains),  where  both  hosts  and  immigrants  tend  to  use
integration  and  assimilation  strategies,  but  there  are  more
difficulties in the central domains (family relations, religion or
ways  of  thinking)  where  immigrants  put  separation  into
practice  and  natives  prefer  their  assimilation  or  integration.
Moreover,  Navas  et  al.  [13]  used  RAEM  ques-tionnaire  to
investigate  acculturation  strategies  and  attitudes  for  specific
domains in a sample of African immigrants (from Maghreb and
sub-Saharian) in Spain. The results showed how the division
into  domains  provides  more  detailed  information  about  the
acculturation process. Integration was the general acculturation
attitude that most frequently emerged. However, through more
in-depth  analysis  by  life  domains,  immigrants  showed
strategies ranging from assimilation in the peripheral domains
to  separation  in  the  most  central  private  domains  that  are
symbolic and linked to ideologies. In all cases, the strategies
put into practice on the real plane coincide with the attitudes
preferred  on  the  ideal  plane.  Only  regarding  economic  and
social  domains  participants  claimed  to  put  into  practice
assimilation.  However,  there  was  a  tendency  towards  a
“cultural synthesis” in the ideal plane: the desire to maintain
friendships and customs from their country of origin, and also
to  adopt  some  aspects  of  the  host  country  culture,  and  to
interact with the natives (integration). Afterwards Navas, et al.
[14]  also  applied  the  RAEM to  natives  in  Spain  in  order  to
investigate the difference between acculturation strategies and
attitudes  of  African  immigrants  and  Spanish  natives.  The
results showed an agreement between natives and immigrants
outcome regarding the acculturation strategy of assimilation in
peripheral domains (work or economic) and the acculturation
attitude of integration in the social domain; on the contrary, the
groups  differed  greatly  in  their  acculturation  options  for  the
family, religion and ways of thinking (principles and values)
domains.  In  fact,  immigrants  put  in  practice  and  prefer
separation,  while  natives  perceive  separation  but  prefer
assimilation  or  integration  of  immigrants.  More  recently,
Navas and Rojas [15] used the RAEM questionnaire with other
immigrant populations (Ecuadorians and Romanians), also in
Spain,  in  order  to  study  the  acculturation  strategies  and
attitudes  of  immigrants  and  their  relations  with  natives
perceptions  and  preferences.  The  results  indicated  a  general
inclination  for  assimilation  and  integration  in  peripheral  life
domains both for natives and immigrants; while in the central
domains  native perceived separation both for  the  Romanians
and Ecuadorians,  whose choices,  conversely,  varied between
integration and separation. In this literature framework, Miller
and colleagues [16] recently tested Miller and Lim's domain-
specific acculturation strategy hypothesis [17]. It affirms that
individuals  might  use  different  acculturation  strategies  (i.e.,
assimilated,  bicultural,  separated,  and  marginalized)  across
behavioural  and  value  domains.
Furthermore,  the  acculturation  process  of  natives  and
immigrants has been studied in relation to several psychosocial
variables:  prejudiced  attitudes,  in-group  bias,  intergroup
contact and perceived intergroup similarity [15, 18]. Moreover,
in the last decades there has been a growing recognition that
members of the host society also have preferences for which
acculturation strategy that they would like immigrants to put
into  practice.  Recently  Celeste,  Brown,  Tip  and  Matera’s
experimental  study  (2014)  [19]  demonstrated  the  causal  role
that perceptions of out-group acculturation preferences have in
determining  integration.  In  fact,  the  concordance  between
natives and immigrants’ acculturation preferences could be an
important  determinant  of  the  nature  of  the  subsequent  inter-
group relationship between different groups.
2. THE ITALIAN CONTEXT
In  the  Italian  context  considerable  research  has  been
dedicated  to  the  study  of  immigration  processes  both  with
qualitative  approaches  [20  -  22]  and  with  quantitative
approaches [23, 24], in particular comparing parenting styles,
routines and rituals in natives and immigrants. Other research
focused on the acculturation processes and adaptation. Matera
et al. [25] found that the most positive attitudes of native were
produced  when  immigrants  were  perceived  to  adopt  the
strategy  of  the  majority.  Recently  Mancini  and  Bottura  [26]
studied the quality of the intercultural relations in central and
peripheral  domains,  applying  the  RAEM  to  Italian  and
immigrant  adolescents.
In Italy, there is also a wealth of literature that examines
acculturation  strategies  and  their  outcomes  on  socio-cultural
adjustment  and  psychological  wellbeing  in  adolescence  [26,
27],  but  not  much research  on  the  adult  population  [28,  29].
However, recent work proposes a qualitative methodology to
enhance critical and intercultural dialogue in a group of young
adult  hosts  [25,  30,  31].  Furthermore,  there are some studies
[28, 32] that investigate the role of first and second generation
immigrants in culture maintenance and intercultural contact in
affecting host members’ intergroup attitudes. Moreover, both
contact  and culture adoption can influence the way in which
host members perceive immigrants’ sociocultural adjustment.
More  recently,  Migliorini  and  colleagues  [29]  studied  the
relationships between acculturation strategies, social distance
and  positive  feelings  towards  the  out-group  in  Italian  and
immigrant adults.  The results  confirm that  for the immigrant
group, there is a greater perceived social distance from the host
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group than for Italians in relation to the immigrant group. The
results  corroborate  the  association  between  acculturation
strategies, social distance and positive feelings. In fact, partici-
pants  who  choose  integration  as  acculturation  strategy  show
lower  social  distance,  more  positive  feelings  towards
immigrants,  and  higher  social  wellbeing.
Within this conceptual framework, the analysis of different
acculturation options in native and immigrant adults is relevant
to propose that the acculturation strategies and attitudes change
among different groups present in the same context, and among
different domains in which people live.
3. AIMS AND HYPOTHESIS
The  purpose  of  this  research  is  to  apply  RAEM in  Italy
describing  the  general  acculturation  attitudes  and  the
acculturation strategies and attitudes in different life domains
(peripheral  and  central)  in  Italians  and  immigrants.  Further-
more,  to  analyse  by  acculturation,  specific  domains  allow to
identify  differences  between  groups  and  highlight  potential
problematic  domains  both  from  Italians  and  immigrants’
perspective.
On the basis of the literature presented in the introduction
[13 - 15], the following hypotheses have been formulated:
Hypotheses 1 (Hp1): Concerning the general acculturation
attitude,  Italians  will  prefer  assimilation  for  immigrants,
whereas  immigrants  will  prefer  integration.
Hypotheses 2 (Hp2): Acculturation strategies and attitudes
will be different in peripheral and central domains. Therefore,
it is expected that on the real plane, immigrants will put strate-
gies  of  assimilation  or  integration  into  practice  in  peripheral
domains of life, and they will feel more free to maintain their
own  culture  in  central  domains  (separation).  As  regards  the
ideal plane, it is expected that immigrants will want integration
in  peripheral  domains  and  separation  in  central  domains.
Concerning natives, it  is expected that on the real plane they
will perceive immigrants putting assimilation into practice in
the peripheral domains and separation in the central domains.
Furthermore, on the ideal plane natives will desire immigrants’
assimilation in every domain.
4. METHODS
4.1. Participants
Participants  were  250  Italian  and  100  immigrant  adults
(59.6%  females  and  40.4%  males),  living  in  two  regions  of
central  and  north-western  of  Italy.  The  Italian  participants
(41.6% males and 58.4% females) are 40.5 years old (range:
28-65  years,  SD  =  5.95).  As  regards  professional  activity,
29.8%  are  employees,  17.1%  are  labourers,  12.7%  work
freelance  and  11.8%  are  housewives.  The  most  common
qualification held among Italian participants is the high school
diploma  (34.4%),  followed  by  a  middle  school  certificate
(17.8%)  and  a  university  degree  (16.6%).
Immigrant participants (37.4% males and 62.6% females)
are 35.86 years old (range 21-61 years, SD  = 6.97) and have
lived  in  Italy  from  the  age  of  11.3  on  average.  The  most
prevalent  cultural  groups are Romanian (31.9%),  Ecuadorian
(28.6%) and Albanian (9.9%).  Other  groups  account  for  less
than  4%.  The  main  occupation  within  this  group  is  labourer
(28.9%),  followed  by  domestic  help  (19.6%)  and  housewife
(15.5%). As for qualifications, most of the foreign participants
have a high school diploma (39.8%), 18.3% attended only two
thirds of high school, 15.1% finished middle school and 14%
hold a university degree.
4.2. Instruments
In the present research the RAEM questionnaire was used
prepared by Navas and colleagues for their study in a Spanish
context  [13,  14].  The  questionnaire  was  translated  and  back
translated into Italian and then adjusted for an Italian context.
The questionnaire measured general acculturation attitudes and
acculturation strategies and attitudes in specific domains. There
are two versions of the questionnaire, one for Italians and one
for immigrants.
General acculturation attitudes. This variable is measured
on  the  basis  of  two  questions,  the  first  related  to  the
maintenance of the culture of the country of origin, the second
refers to the adoption of the host culture in both versions: in the
version for Italians, “Italians should let immigrants live in this
country  according  to  their  customs”  and  “Italians  should  let
immigrants participate fully in the life of this society”; in the
version for  immigrants,  “People  from your country  of  origin
should  live  in  Italy  according  to  their  customs”  or  “People
from your country of origin should try to participate fully in the
life of Italian society”. Participants had to indicate, using a 5-
point Likert scale, the degree of agreement (5) or disagreement
(1).  By  combining  the  answers  to  these  two  questions,  each
participant  was  situated  in  a  different  type  of  general
acculturation  attitude:  integration,  assimilation,  separation
/segregation,  or  marginalization/exclusion  [12  -  14].
Acculturation  strategies  and  attitudes  in  specific
domains. The following questions were applied in each of the
specified domains. In the present research, the focus was only
on work, economic, social relations, family relations, religion,
and ways of thinking (principles and values) domains.
Italian  perceptions  of  immigrants’  acculturation
strategies (real  plane) are obtained by combining the
following  two  questions:  “To  what  extent  do  you
believe  that  immigrants  maintain  the  traditions  that
they had in their original culture” and “To what extent
do  you  believe  that  immigrants  have  adopted  Italian
culture”.
Italian  acculturation  attitudes  towards  immigrants
(ideal plane) are obtained by combining the following
two  questions:  “To  what  extent  would  you  like
immigrants  to  keep  their  original  culture”  and  “To
what extent would you like immigrants to adopt Italian
culture”.
Immigrant  acculturation  strategies  (real  plane)  are
obtained  by  combining  the  following  two  questions:
“To what extent do you maintain your original culture”
and “To what extent have you adopted Italian culture”.
Immigrant  acculturation  attitudes  (ideal  plane)  are
obtained  by  combining  the  following  two  questions:
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“To  what  extent  would  you  like  to  maintain  your
original culture” and “To what extent would you like to
adopt Italian culture”.
The answer is on a Likert scale from 1 (not at all) to 5 (a
lot).  The  combination  of  two-by-two  questions  leads  to  four
different  types  of  acculturation  strategy/attitude  (integration,
assimilation,  separation/segregation  and  marginalization
/exclusion)  [12,  15].
Moreover, the usual sociodemographic variables (e.g., sex,
age, educational level, professional activity, country of birth,
and age with which they arrived in the country in the case of
immigrants) were measured.
4.3. Procedure
The  participants  were  contacted  by  a  letter  from  their
children’s  teachers  in  which the  aims of  the  study were  des-
cribed. Then they met the researchers at their children’s school
and completed the questionnaire. An assistant researcher was
present  to  supervise  data  collection.  The  questionnaire  was
self-compiled but standard instructions were given at the start
of the section in which people were informed that participation
was  voluntary,  that  responses  were  confidential,  anonymous
and they could be used solely for research purposes. The data
collection procedure fully complied with the research ethical
code  of  the  Italian  Association  of  Psychology,  the  informed
consent  protocol  was  provided  to  the  participant  when
presenting the aims of the research. The researchers correctly
and  clearly  informed  participants  about  all  aspects  of  the
research  that  could  have  induced  them  not  to  provide  their
informed  consent.  Participants  were  reassured  that  their
answers  would  be  kept  anonymous  in  compliance  with  the
Italian law on privacy No.196/2003.
4.4. Data Analysis
Data  were  analysed  using  SPSS  18  statistical  analysis
program.  To  describe  the  general  acculturation  attitudes  and
the acculturation strategies and attitudes of Italians and immi-
grants  to  specific  domains,  the  average  scores  and  standard
deviations were calculated. To include individuals into one of
four acculturation options, in line with the work of Navas and
Rojas [15] and Mancini and Bottura [26], t-tests for one-sample
from  the  average  value  3  were  conducted  for  each  answer.
Scale  scores  below  the  value  3  in  both  questions  indicate  a
marginalization/exclusion strategy/attitude; if the score for the
first question (Maintenance) was higher than 3 and the score
for  the  second  question  (Adoption)  lower  than  3,  the
strategy/attitude  indicated  was  separation/segregation;  if  the
score for the first question was less than 3 and the score for the
second more than 3, the strategy /attitude was assimilation; if
the  score  for  both  questions  was  higher  than  3,  the
strategy/attitude was integration;  if  the score for  one or  both
questions  was  equal  to  3,  Navas  and  Rojas  [15]  proposed
classifying the responses as “indeterminate”. The differences
between Italians and immigrants were calculated by t-test for
independent  samples.  The  effect  size  was  described  with
Cohen's  d  coefficient.
Table 1. Descriptive analysis of general acculturation attitudes for Italian and Immigrant adults.
General Acculturation Attitudes
- Group N M SD t df
Maintenance IT 247 2.83 1.03
-7.31*** 345
- IM 100 3.72 .97
Adoption IT 247 3.98 .78
-.44 345
- IM 100 4.02 .74
Note. T-test significant differences for one-sample. *** p < .001; IT: Italians; IM: Immigrants
Table 2. Descriptive analysis and one-sample t-test (value 3) of acculturation strategies (real plane) by domains for Italian
and Immigrant adults.
Real Plane Domains Group N M SD t df
Maintenance
Work
IT 250 2.58 1.0 -6.64*** 249
IM 96 2.70 1.44 -2.05* 96
Economic
IT 250 3.42 1.0 6.36*** 249
IM 97 3.39 1.12 3.44** 97
Social relations
IT 250 4.44 .70 32.31*** 249
IM 99 3.88 1.0 8.72*** 99
Family relations
IT 250 4.04 .84 19.6*** 249
IM 98 4.29 .85 14.98*** 98
Religion
IT 250 4.37 .77 28.1*** 249
IM 97 3.89 1.21 7.24*** 97
Ways of thinking (principles and values)
IT 250 4.27 .80 24.97*** 249
IM 97 4.08 .97 10.93*** 97
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Real Plane Domains Group N M SD t df
Adoption
Work
IT 250 3.40 .91 7.05*** 249
IM 96 4.04 1.00 9.76*** 96
Economic
IT 250 2.72 .89 -4.96*** 249
IM 96 3.69 1.00 6.7*** 96
Social relations
IT 250 3.10 .82 1.99* 249
IM 99 4.09 .83 13.01*** 99
Family relations
IT 250 2.48 .89 -9.14*** 249
IM 98 3.89 1.17 7.5*** 98
Religion
IT 250 1.94 .94 -17.83*** 249
IM 96 3.14 1.37 .97 96
Ways of thinking (principles and values)
IT 250 2.18 .88 -14.7*** 249
IM 97 3.59 1.24 4.7*** 97
Note. T-test significant differences for one-sample. *** p < .001; ** p < .01; * p < .05; IT: Italians; IM: Immigrants
Table 3. Descriptive analysis of acculturation strategies for Italian and Immigrant adults in specific domains (real plane).
Real Plane Dimensions Group N M SD t df
Maintenance
Work
IT 250 2.58 1.0
-.86 344
IM 96 2.70 1.44
Economic
IT 250 3.42 1.0
.19 345
IM 97 3.39 1.12
Social relations
IT 250 4.44 .70
5.90*** 347
IM 99 3.88 1.0
Family relations
IT 250 4.04 .84
-2.40* 346
IM 98 4.29 .85
Religion
IT 250 4.37 .77
4.44*** 345
IM 97 3.89 1.21
Ways of thinking (principles and values)
IT 250 4.27 .80
1.85 345
IM 97 4.08 .97
Adoption
Work
IT 250 3.40 .91
-.56*** 344
IM 96 4.04 1.00
Economic
IT 250 2.72 .89
-8.70*** 344
IM 96 3.69 1.00
Social relations
IT 250 3.10 .82
-10.04*** 347
IM 99 4.09 .83
Family relations
IT 250 2.48 .89
-12.02*** 346
IM 98 3.89 1.17
Religion
IT 250 1.94 .94
-9.24*** 344
IM 96 3.14 1.37
Ways of thinking (principles and values)
IT 250 2.18 .88
-11.81*** 345
IM 97 3.59 1.24
Note. Significant differences on t-test for independent samples. *** p < .001, * p <.05. IT: Italians; IM: Immigrants.
5. RESULTS
5.1. General Acculturation Attitudes
For  both  groups  of  participants,  the  deviation  from  the
mean  value  (3)  of  the  average  scores  for  the  two  related
questions of general acculturation attitudes obtained from one-
sample t-test, was reported. So, the Italians deviation from the
average scores to the two questions in relation to the average
value (3) was statistically significant (question 1, Maintenance,
M  = 2.83,  t(246)= -2.52,  p  < .05;  question 2,  Adoption,  M  =
3.98, t(246)= 19.79, p < .001), and it indicated a preference for
the  assimilation  of  immigrants.  Considering  the  immigrants
questioned,  the  variation  of  the  average  scores  for  the  two
questions with respect to the mean value (3) was statistically
significant  too  (question  1,  M  =  3.72,  t(99)=  7.23,  p  <  .001;
question  2,  M  =  4.02,  t(99)=  13.81,  p  <  .001).  These  data
indicated  their  preference  for  integration.  Table  1  shows  the
average  scores  relate  to  general  acculturation  attitudes  that
immigrants and Italians claim to prefer.
The  comparison  of  the  general  acculturation  attitudes  of
Italians  and  immigrants  (Table  1)  shows  a  significant  diff-
erence with respect to the maintenance of the original culture,
t(345)= -7.31, p < .001, d =.88, with immigrants showing the
highest  average  score  in  this  dimension.  There  are  not
(Table ?) contd.....
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differences  about  cultural  adoption  (means  above  3  in  both
groups).
5.2.  Acculturation  Strategies  (Real  Plane)  and  Attitudes
(Ideal Plane) in Specific Domains
Real plane: Acculturation strategies. For each domain was
calculated  the  deviation  from  the  mean  value  (3)  of
participants’  average  scores  of  the  two  questions  (cultural
maintenance  and  adoption)  (real  plane),  obtained  from  one-
sample t-test (Table 2).
There  are  statistically  significant  differences  in  both
questions for both groups and for all the domains, except for
religion  (in  the  immigrant  group  and  on  adoption  cultural
question). This means that participants can be clearly placed in
different acculturation strategies (put in practice or perceived)
in all the domains, except religion (Fig. 1).
Table  3  reports  the  results  of  t-tests  for  independent
samples  for  each  specific  dimension  of  culture  maintenance
and  adoption  on  the  real  plane.  The  data  show that,  in  most
domains, Italians perceive that immigrants put separation into
practice, with the exception of work (assimilation) and social
relations  (integration).  However,  immigrant  participants
declared putting into practice above all the integration strategy,
except  for  the  work  domain  (assimilation).  Average  scores
show  that  Italians  perceive  that  immigrants  maintain  their
culture of origin especially in the central domains and social
relations, in line with the declarations made by the immigrants.
Shifting the focus on the adoption of the host culture, Italians
perceived that immigrants adopted Italian culture especially in
the peripheral domains, whereas immigrants claimed to adopt
Italian culture especially in work and social relations.
As we can see in Table 3, significant differences between
Italian and immigrant  groups emerged in the maintenance of
original  culture  in  the  following  domains:  social  relations,
t(347)  =  5.90,  p  <  .001,  d  =  .65,  family  relations,  t(346)  =
-2.40, p < .05, d =.29, and religion, t(345) = 4.44, p < .001, d =
.47. Moreover, significant differences are also evident for the
adoption of host culture in domains of work, t(344) = .56, p <
.001,  d  =  .67,  economic,  t(344)=  -8.70,  p  <  .001,  d  =  1.02,
social  relations,  t(347)  =  10.04,  p  <  .001,  d  =  1.20,  family
relations, t(346)= -12.02, p < .001, d = 1.36, religion, t(344) =
-9.24, p < .001, d = 1.02, and ways of thinking (principles and
values), t(345) = -11.81, p < .001, d = 1.31.
Fig. (1). Acculturation strategies (real plane) and attitudes (ideal plane) of Italian and Immigrant adults in specific life domains. Note. IT: Italians; IM:
Immigrants
   Italians real plane;    Italians ideal plane;    Immigrants real plane;    Immigrants ideal plane
 
 
Work IT
Consumer habits IT
Family relations IT
Religion IT
Values AU
Social relations IT
Consumer habits IM Family relations IM
Values IM
Work IM
Social relations IM
Work IT
Consumer habits IT
Family relations IT
Religion IT
Values IT
Social relations IT
Work IM
Consumer habits IM
Family relations IM
Religion IM
Values IM
Social relations IM
Religion IM
Integration Assimilation 
Marginalization/Exclusion 
Separation/Segregation 
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Table 4. Descriptive analysis and one-sample t-test (value 3) of acculturation attitudes (ideal plane) by domains for Italian
and Immigrant adults.
Ideal Plane Domains Group N M SD t df
Maintenance
Work
IT 250 2.62 1.14 -5.21*** 249
IM 98 3.22 1.23 1.81 98
Economic
IT 250 2.97 1.06 -.42 249
IM 97 3.25 1.14 2.14 97
Social relations
IT 250 4.00 .89 17.67*** 249
IM 99 4.03 1.01 10.1*** 99
Family relations
IT 250 3.07 1.18 .96 249
IM 97 4.08 1.13 9.41*** 97
Religion
IT 250 3.35 1.22 4.6*** 249
IM 98 3.92 1.25 7.3*** 99
Ways of thinking (principles and values)
IT 250 3.16 1.12 2.19* 249
IM 97 3.98 1.07 9.12*** 99
Adoption
Work
IT 250 3.85 .93 14.45*** 249
IM 98 3.66 1.02 6.41*** 98
Economic
IT 250 3.38 1.00 6.02*** 249
IM 97 3.56 1.00 5.5*** 97
Social relations
IT 250 4.33 .76 27.51*** 249
IM 99 4.32 .70 18.9*** 99
Family relations
IT 250 3.60 .99 9.6*** 249
IM 97 3.48 1.25 3.81*** 97
Religion
IT 250 2.76 1.26 -2.96** 249
IM 98 3.02 1.38 .15 98
Ways of thinking (principles and values)
IT 250 3.38 1.09 5.6*** 249
IM 97 3.41 1.16 3.7*** 99
Note. T-test significant differences for one-sample. *** p < .001; ** p < .01; * p < .05; IT: Italians; IM: Immigrants
Ideal plane: Acculturation attitudes. For each domain was
measured  the  deviation  from  the  mean  value  (3)  of
participants’  average  scores  of  the  two  questions  (cultural
maintenance  and  adoption)  of  acculturation  attitudes  (ideal
plane), obtained from one-sample t-test (Table 4).
For the Italian participants, there are statistically significant
differences  in  both  questions  for  all  the  domains,  with  the
exception of economic and family relations in the question on
cultural  maintenance.  Furthermore,  for  the  immigrant
participants,  there  are  statistically  significant  differences  in
both questions for all  the domains,  with the exception of the
work and economic (question on the maintenance) and religion
(question on adoption). These results can be seen graphically in
Fig. (1), where participants are placed in different acculturation
preferences  in  those  domains  where  there  are  statistically
significant  differences  in  both  questions.
Table  5  shows  the  results  of  t-tests  for  independent
samples  for  each  specific  dimension  (maintenance  and
adoption)  in  each  domain  on  the  ideal  plane  (attitudes).
These  data  show  that  Italians  preferred  integration  of
immigrants  in  social  relations,  family  relations  and  ways  of
thinking  (principles  and  values)  domains,  whereas  they
preferred  immigrants  to  be  separate/segregate  in  religion
domain. For the rest of domains (work and economic) Italians
preferred  immigrants  to  assimilate.  Immigrants,  however,
ideally  preferred  integration  in  all  domains  (peripheral  and
central). So, Italian participants seem to prefer immigrants to
maintain their culture in social relations and central domains, in
line with the declared preferences of immigrants. Considering
the adoption of the host culture, Italians preferred immigrants
to  adopt  Italian  culture  in  all  domains  (except  religion),  and
immigrants claimed this too (including religion).
Significant  differences  between  both  groups  emerged  in
relation to the preference to maintain the origin culture in the
following domains: economic, t(345) = -2.12, p < .001, d = .25,
family  relations,  t(345)  =  -7.22,  p  <  .001,  d  =  .87,  religion,
t(346)  =  -3.87,  p  <  .001,  d  =  .46,  and  ways  of  thinking
(principles  and  values),  t(347)  =  -6.25,  p  <  .001,  d  =  .75;
whereas there were no significant differences in relation to the
preference to adopt the Italian culture in any domain.
On  the  real  plane  (strategies),  the  comparison  between
Italians  and immigrants  showed differences  especially  in  the
“hard core” of the culture (family relations, religion and ways
of  thinking  domains),  since  Italians  have  the  perception  that
immigrants put into practice separation. On the contrary, on the
ideal plane (attitudes), the comparison between the two groups
of participants showed more similarities. From an intra-group
perspective  Italians  seem  to  be  incoherent  about  their
perceptions  (real  plane)  and  their  preferences  (ideal  plane)
concerning  immigrants;  in  fact,  there  is  a  big  difference
between the main preference of integration on the ideal plane
and the perception that immigrants put into practice separation
in  central  domains  and  assimilation  or  integration  on  the
peripheral domains. On the other  hand, immigrant  participants
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Table 5. Descriptive analysis of acculturation attitudes for Italian and Immigrant adults in specific domains (ideal plane).
Ideal Plane Domains Group N M SD t df
Maintenance
Work
IT 250 2.62 1.14
-4.31 346
IM 98 3.22 1.23
Economic
IT 250 2.97 1.06
-2.12*** 345
IM 97 3.25 1.14
Social relations
IT 250 4.00 .89
-.24 347
IM 99 4.03 1.01
Family relations
IT 250 3.07 1.18
-7.22*** 345
IM 97 4.08 1.13
Religion
IT 250 3.35 1.22
-3.87*** 346
IM 98 3.92 1.25
Ways of thinking (principles and values)
IT 250 3.16 1.12
-6.25*** 347
IM 97 3.98 1.07
Adoption
Work
IT 250 3.85 .93
1.62 346
IM 98 3.66 1.02
Economic
IT 250 3.38 1.00
-1.43 345
IM 97 3.56 1.00
Social relations
IT 250 4.33 .76
.05 347
IM 99 4.32 .70
Family relations
IT 250 3.60 .99
.90 345
IM 97 3.48 1.25
Religion
IT 250 2.76 1.26
-1.66 346
IM 98 3.02 1.38
Ways of thinking (principles and values)
IT 250 3.38 1.09
-.23 347
IM 97 3.41 1.16
Note. Significant differences on t-test for independent samples. *** p < .001. IT: Italians; IM: Immigrants.
show wider coherence between strategies put into practice and
attitudes preferred; in fact, integration is the main choice in the
different domains for real and ideal plane.
Comparison between real  and ideal  planes.  The average
values for maintenance of original culture and adoption of the
host  culture,  relative  to  the  same  acculturation  domain,
resumed  in  Tables  3  and  5  (real  and  ideal  planes),  were
combined thus obtaining the acculturation options (strategies
and  attitudes)  represented  in  Fig.  (1)  (X  axis:  cultural
maintenance;  Y  axis:  cultural  adoption).
6. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
The  study  aimed  to  know  the  acculturation  process
occurring in Italian and immigrant adults applying the RAEM
[12  -  15].  This  model  allows  to  identify  the  general
acculturation attitudes and moreover, to differentiate between
acculturation strategies (real plane) and attitudes (ideal plane)
in  peripheral  and  central  life  domains,  providing  more  and
precise  information  about  acculturation  options  from natives
and  immigrants  perspectives.  Considering  the  general
acculturation  attitude,  it  is  possible  to  affirm  that  immigrant
participants prefer integration, as already indicated by previous
studies  [4,  13,  33,  34],  whereas  Italians  seemed  to  prefer
assimilation for immigrants. This general acculturation attitude,
according  to  Kosic,  Mannetti  and  Sam  [35],  would  be
considered the least threatening by Italians, because it would
mean  the  adoption  of  host  culture  by  immigrants.  This  is
justified  by  Van  Oudenhoven  and  Hofstra  [36]  on  the
assumption  of  similarity-attraction,  claiming  that  individuals
prefer  those  who  are  perceived  as  similar  to  themselves  or
similar to their group in terms of attitudes, values, skills, etc.
Similarity has the power to reduce interpersonal and intergroup
insecurity. Specifically, cultural similarity is appreciated as it
confirms  the  correctness  and  validity  of  their  values  and
beliefs,  and  consequently,  interaction  too  would  be  simpler.
Therefore,  it  can  be  assumed,  that  Hp1  is  confirmed,  in  line
with the studies by Navas and colleagues [13, 14].
The  present  study  also  investigated  whether  the  pre-
ferences  expressed  in  the  general  acculturation  attitude  by
Italian and immigrant participants change when take in account
specific  domains  (work,  economic,  social  relations,  family
relations, religion, ways of thinking -principles and values-).
On  the  real  plane  (acculturation  strategies),  immigrants
claimed that they put the integration into practice in peripheral
domains, except work (assimilation). Moreover, as argued by
Navas and colleagues [14], immigrants tend to try to meet the
expectations  of  the  host  society,  but  this  happens  only  in
domains  where  it  is  necessary  (e.g.  work,  economic),  and
where their identity is not compromised. In fact, it should be
noted that,  although remaining in the area of  integration,  the
scores  in  central  domains  in  real  plane  indicate  a  greater
inclination to maintain some specificities of their own cultures
than  those  in  peripheral  domains,  indicating  the  presence  of
some reserves  in  completely  abandoning  their  customs.  This
was a notable difference compared with the Italians perceptions
about the strategies used by immigrants. In fact, they perceive
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that immigrants try to keep their customs mostly by putting the
strategy of  separation into  practice  in  one peripheral  domain
(economic) and in all central domains, and integration in social
relations domain. The work domain differs as, in line with what
immigrants  reported,  Italians  perceive  that  they  tend  to
assimilate  into  the  host  society.
The Italians perception that immigrants want to keep their
own culture more than adopt the Italian culture, could have a
double explanation. On one hand, it could be seen as a threat to
their  cultural  identity  and  thus  reduce  their  willingness  to
integrate  [37,  38].  On  the  other  hand,  not  everyone  feels
threatened by this trend of immigrants. Much depends on the
general  inclination  of  individuals  with  regard  to  politics  and
multiculturalism [39, 40].
So,  concerning  immigrant  participants,  Hp2  on  the  real
plane is only confirmed with respect to peripheral domains, for
which  a  greater  integration  by  the  foreign  population  was
expected.  Whereas,  with  respect  to  the  central  ones,
immigrants consider that they are integrated, by contrast with
what was hypothesized. Regarding Italians participants, Hp2 is
only  confirmed  in  central  domains  (for  which  they  perceive
separation  for  immigrants),  and  in  the  work  domain  (where
immigrants are perceived to assimilate to the host culture).
On the ideal plane, also Hp2 is partially confirmed. In fact,
immigrants prefer integration especially in the peripheral life
domains  but  also  in  the  central  ones,  although  the  scores
obtained were lower, showing caution in exclusively assuming
new traditions  (e.g.,  in  religion  domain).  On  the  other  hand,
according to Hp2, natives prefer assimilation for immigrants in
peripheral  domains  (work  and  economic)  and  separation  for
only  one  central  domain  (religion).  However,  they  prefer
integration of immigrants for social relations, family relations,
and ways of thinking (principles and values) domains (Hp2 is
not confirmed in these cases).
As  Zagefka  and  colleagues  [40]  illustrated,  when  the
natives perceived that the members of the minority group wish
to  adopt  their  culture,  the  willingness  to  integrate  was
reinforced. This phenomenon occurs because the natives would
be more willing to take a positive attitude and be open, sensing
a  positive  slope  towards  the  culture  by  the  out-group.
Moreover,  the  willingness  to  integrate  would  be  determined
also  by  consensual  relationships  created  between  the  two
groups  that  were  in  agreement  with  respect  to  acculturation
orientations [5, 9].
Also,  in  this  case,  Hp2 was  partially  confirmed because,
contrary to the results of Navas and colleagues [14], there does
not  seem  to  be  an  explicit  tendency  of  immigrants  towards
separation in the central life domains.
The difference with the Spanish study could be explained
by considering the participants’ country of origin; in fact, the
ones of the Spanish study come from Africa, whereas the ones
of  the  present  study  come  from  different  countries  as  like
Albania,  Ecuador,  etc.  Another  explanation  is  possible  as
claimed by Brown [41], speaking only in terms of group size,
the minority is more likely to have contact with the majority
and  not  vice  versa,  and  partially  by  the  difference  of  life
context and Italian immigration policies. Until the 1980s Spain
and  Italy  were  both  emigration  countries,  and  only  in  recent
decades  have  they  become  the  destination  of  intense
immigration  flows  for  which  they  are  unprepared  [42].  Last
decades, the Italian model of integration has not been clearly
defined  yet,  due  to  some  laws  that  are  pro-immigration  and
pro-integration  (D.  Lgs.  n.  286/98  “Turco-Napolitano”),  as
claimed  by  the  European  Commission,  but  due  also  to  other
more restrictive laws (D. Lgs. n. 189/2002 “Bossi-Fini” and D.
Lgs.  n.  92/2008  “security  package”)  concerning  access  to
asylum  processes,  immigrants  entrance  to  Italy  and  the
duration of their stay for work [43]. However, in recent months
the  Italian  situation  is  chancing  because  the  Italian
government's  policies  have  chosen  to  close  the  ports  even  if
these decision clash with a part of the public opinion. In recent
years  the  Spanish  government  has  been  oriented  towards
welcoming the foreign presence as a potential resource both for
the host country and their homelands [42].
Among the limitations of this study, should be stressed in
particular that the native perspective only offers their percep-
tions  about  acculturation  process  affecting  immigrants.
However,  this  enabled  gathering  information  with  respect  to
the  agreement  and  disagreement  between  the  groups.  An
interesting future development of the study could be to obtain a
direct  measurement  of  the  acculturation  strategies  used  and
attitudes desired by the native population, in order to complete
the  framework  of  intercultural  relations  in  Italy.  One  more
limitation concern the size of the sample, that is not represen-
tative and not equilibrated (among natives and immigrants), so
further  research  could  be  conducted  using  a  wider  and  more
equilibrated sample. Furthermore, immigrant participants were
considered  as  a  single  group,  because  there  is  no  single
characteristic  that  defines  immigrants  of  a  particular  ethnic
group  [24].  Nevertheless,  future  application  of  the  RAEM
questionnaire may consider different ethnic groups separately
to  deepen  the  possible  different  acculturation  strategies.
Despite  the  limitations  indicated,  this  work  provides  a
psychosocial  perspective  on  the  acculturation  process  that  is
taking place between Italians and immigrants and indicates the
life  domains  on  which  to  intervene  to  improve  intergroup
relations in this context. In fact, the study of the acculturation
process  allows  to  identify  the  domains  in  which  exist  more
differences between groups (as like family relations, religion or
ways of thinking on the real plane) and suggest the potential
existence of intergroup conflict [9] that should be kept in mind
planning  interventions  empowering  intergroup  relations,  for
example in the school context to improve the relation between
groups of the future adults.  On the other way, the agreement
between Italians and immigrant on the preferred acculturation
options  lead  to  identifying  opportunities  of  harmonious  life
together, that governments could take advantage of. Those data
could  be  taken  into  account  to  plan  training  in  different
contexts where intercultural relationships are becoming more
and more important today. Furthermore, they can be useful for
the governments to improve public services that  take care of
immigrant wellbeing, integration and intercultural relations.
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